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Before: LEAVY, HAWKINS, and TASHIMA, Circuit Judges. 

Rolando Rodriguez Maltez, a native and citizen of Nicaragua, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order summarily affirming

an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for asylum,
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withholding of removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture

(“CAT”).  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  Reviewing for substantial

evidence, Singh v. INS, 134 F.3d 962, 966 (9th Cir. 1998), we deny the petition for

review.

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s denial of asylum.  See id.  Rodriguez

Maltez failed to establish that the stoning of his home and the appearance of his

name on a list rose to the level of persecution, see id. at 967-69, or that the

government was unable or unwilling to control those who harassed him, see

Nahrvani v. Gonzales, 399 F.3d 1148, 1153-54 (9th Cir. 2005).  Substantial

evidence further supports the finding that Rodriguez Maltez’s return trips to

Nicaragua undercut his well-founded fear of persecution, see Loho v. Mukasey,

531 F.3d 1016, 1017-18 (9th Cir. 2008), and that his fear of returning to Nicaragua

stems from the dire economic situation there.  Thus, his asylum claim fails.

Because Rodriguez Maltez failed to demonstrate eligibility for asylum, he

necessarily failed to satisfy the more stringent standard for withholding of removal. 

See Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1190 (9th Cir. 2006).

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s denial of CAT relief because

Rodriguez Maltez failed to show it was more likely than not that he would be
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tortured if he returns to Nicaragua.  See Singh v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 1100, 1113

(9th Cir. 2006).

Finally, Rodriguez Maltez’s contention that he was denied a full and fair

hearing because the BIA simply “rubberstamped” the IJ’s decision is foreclosed by

our decision in Falcon Carriche v. Ashcroft, 350 F.3d 845, 848 (9th Cir. 2003)

(streamlining does not violate an alien’s due process rights).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


